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I. Introduction

During the spring of 1%8% a st ¥ war conducted in Benton Harbar,
Michigan, to examine the:r implementa-ion «f the School Development Program
(SDP) within thé Benton: #srbar L1125 School Listriet. The purpose of this
study wasa Ea géthér_ingﬁngaﬁiaﬁ égdigarﬂsétiana regarding the progra's
devslapﬁent, structure ¢! procedyres in order to provide a better
undarstsﬁ&ing of its baekground #nd current functioning. It is hopel that

Harbor -= central office and building administrators, teachers, suppot

. .
staff and parents -- and to the Yale Child Study SDP staff for coopentive
planning of future directions for the SDP,

II. Study Design

structured interview approach. A quota sampling teechnique was used b
select participants from among the several groups who are involved inthe
SPP at the local level: ceniral office administrators, school principls,
teachers, support staff and parents.

A. Sample

The study sample ineluded a total of 46 people (see Table 1):

=Thirteen central office administratora, including tﬁé Superintaﬂmt;
SDP Director; SDP Consultant; Directors of Elementary Education,
Eersanne;, Spacial Education, State and Fédéfa;>Pragfams, Reading and
Research; Coordinator of Staff Development; and district-wide Soecial
Worker, Nurse and Teaehargéansuitant;

-Six school prinecipais;

=81xteen teachers;
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~Eight parv-ent members of SDP committees or teams; and

~Three schs=00l support personnel (psychologists or social workers).

The sample = included at least four persons from each of tl;e seven
elementary - schemools that were actively involved in the SDP in Benton Harbor
during the 198=™5-86 school year.

B. Instrumessnts

The intervidiew protocols used in the study were developed specifically
for daeué—ent:atﬁan of the School Development Program by the SDP research i
staff at the Ckshild Study Center (see Appendix A). The areas of inquiry
inocluded:

l. SDP Hissstory (in Benton Harbor)

- 2. Inforam=ation Dissemination

3, Diatrice—t and SDP Organizational Structure and Goals

4, School——1level SDP Implementation Status

5. SDP Trasmaining (in Nsw Haven)

C. Progedumare

Permisaion to conduct the study by carrying out struetured interviews
was obtained #r-=—om the Superintendernt of Benton Harbor Area Schools and
scheduling arrasngements were made with the cooperation and assistance of
the local SDP D:#irector and her ataff.

Interviewers=s incliuded two SDP staff persons from the Child Study
Center. Intervie_ews took piace from May 12 to 21, 1986. Central Office
personnel were = interviewed at their offices; school personnel and parents
at their reapeci-tive schools. At the discretion of each interviewee, most

interviews were taped.

[}

lesponses we-ere tabulated and analyzed by the SDP research staff at the

Child Study Centter.



Data ana_l:fsis was condwted din two poartas: the descriptive analysis
and the parqegtians a_;;aflysiai The forme=r was based on responses to
interview questi};ns regarding: 1) SDP Eaistory, (2) district level SDP
goals and organization, (3) school leveI®™ SDP goals and organization, and
(4) SDP training. The latter wars based én responses to interview
questions regarding central off ice rgags:ndenta‘ perceptions of: (1) SDP
goals, (2) inocorporation of the SDP intc> district functions, (3) progress
of the SD? in the district s a whole; amnd school personnel and parents'
perceptions of: (1) school level chage=s due to the SDP, (2) the impact
of SDP on the schools, (3) dstacles, an=d (4) role perceptions. .

V. Findings
A. Descriptive Analysis

1. History
_ The School Development Progr-am was irmitiated in the Benton Harbor Area
Schools District in early 1961. It was ==pecifically identified in a court
order issued by the Federal Mistrict Judmge for western Michigan, Douglas
Hillman, to be part of a coprel=nsive deesegregation/educational
improvement program for the entir-e achoo1 distriet. As stated by several
respondents to our interviey, the motivat®ion for introducing the SDP into
the distriet was the réeagnitiﬁﬁ that a =lesegregation plan in an area with
a high ecﬁaentratibn of minority student== must strike a balance between
bussing atudents in order to int egrate tEe schools and improving
educational services in all sthools, reg==ardlesas of their level of
integration. As one respondent =tated, B=he judge knew that "deaegregation
should be more than merely nlxing kids; #Et should enhance the entire

education system."
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The specific model selected bythe judge, created and developed by Dr.
James P. Comer of the Yale University Child Study Centor, 1s based on the
| theory that academic improvement is closely assoclated with improved
social behavior among students andmore cooperation, comminication and
shared governance among a school'sstaff and parents. This SDP model. was
éeen as the approach which best adiressed the =mcademic and behavior
problenz in Benton Ha?bai* and was therefore selected for implementation.

. After consultations between Dr, Comer, Judge Hillman and then
superintendent James Hawkins, prepwation for a&apti;:g the SDP in Benton
Harbor was begun :Lrl’the summer of 1981 by way of selecting a local Sﬁhaf;l
administrator to receive training in New Haven during the 1981-82 school
year. The goal of this training erperience wa= to provide an in-depth
_exposure to the SDP and its operation in the ecity where it was griginated
8o that the trainee could return toher home distriet as a change agent to
replicate the program there. Duriyg her nine-month stay in New Haven, the
trainee, Mra. Erma Mitchell; took pirt in numer-ous activities to better
understand both the theoretical and practical aspects of the SDP.

The tﬁearatieal background for the SDP was discussed through
consultations with Dr. Comer and Ney Haven Publdie Schools personnel who
had been involved in the program, 8 well as through enrollment in seviral
.child development and c¢hild mental health seminars of the Yale School of
Medicine. These classes and discumions focused on the importance of
basing any educational improvement jrocess on & elear understanding of the
gécﬁth and development phases znd n'eeda of young children and the
social/emotional background of the specific children to be served.

The practical training was carried out through observation of existing

SDP programs, discussion and cooperative work asmsignments with other

8
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educators wha had. received trainig and were v working as admigiatratars in
the New Havgn school system and lirect involve-ement with a New Haven school
that was already involved in thnwacess. By - discussing the practical
applications of SDP in New Havenwith Dr. Cofle=er and farmar tralinees, Mra,
Mitchell's tiask,v was to begin traslating the ggprocess into an
implementation plan appropriate fir Benton Nimzbor.

Upon her return home, duringthe summer of%f 1982, Mrs. Mitchell and Dr.
Hawking, along with other key adinistratora, continued the planning
process and four schools were aelited to bec—ome part of SDP during the
1982-83 school year: Calvin Brihin, Fairpla#in East, Hull and Morton.
During the first year of school-livel operatic—ns, a city-wide Urban
Academy was also initiatéd. This component ofF the SDP process was to
serve as a coordinating body to wsist principoals and central office
administrators to implement SDP jlamning and amactivities at the school
level.

During the 1984-85 school yew, anotbher thmree schools became part of
the SDP process: Bard, Martindalsand Sterne I Brunson. These new schools
were selected on the basis of intwest expregsmed by their principals to
participate in the SDP process, awell a2 denwmographic characteristics of
the students (low income) and genral charactessristics of the schools (low
achievement scores, observed behwior problems.:, low staff morale and/or
nagaﬁive interactional climates), The decisiox-ns were made through the
Joint work of the superintendent,the Urban Ats—ademy, and the SDP Director,
as well as through discussions wilh principals who were interested in the
program., -

The seven schools which vere prticipating in SCP at the time of the

staff interviews for this report (pring 1986) had student bodies that
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_were between 75% and 95§ black. Words generally used to deseribe them
"included: "inner-city," "lowest achieving, lowest SES (socio-economic
status)," "low achievement, poor behavior, lack of teacher morale and low
parent participation.” At each achool, the various components of SDP were
arganisad around the specific negﬂé ldentified by staff and participating
parents, with guidarce and consultation offered by the SDP Director and
her ataff. Specific implementation functions of the schools are dezcpibed
below in Section 3.

Distric

t Level

SDP_Goals and Organization:

2.

As reported by respondents to the interview questions, the universally
cited gné; of SDP in Benton Harbor ia the improvement of student
achievement (see Table 2). Other goals mentioned included:

=improvement in the overall cohesiveness of schools through improved

interpersonal climate and managemeﬁt of school functions;

-improvement in student behavior, as demonstrated by fewer

suspenszions, less corporal punishment, better attendance and better

interactions between students and teachers;

'=improved social =zkills;

=increased parent involvement; and

-more in-service training for teachers and administrators.

These SDP goals were deseribed as basically the same as overall
distriet goals by most respondents, although some pointed out that SDP
placed more emphasis on social skills. When asked how the2 program fits
into the overall structure of the district, there was a general sense that
specific SDP goals and proceduras are gradually being incorporated into
the systaﬁ, but that work remaina to be done to fully integrate the

program into the larger system.

10



The SDP inclu-~des two levels of organization: the district and the
fihool o “ At the d=istriet ievel, a number of central ai‘fiae”a&ministratars
My key roles: - “The Superintendent's role is to st the tone and confirm
the digt—riat'-s op—golng commitment to program goals and high expectations.
fihelps to moniteor pfﬁgram progress and assist inresolving ﬁrablems of
inlementation. <Xhe SDP Director haa the primary responsibility of
aﬁordinatiﬁg and =supervising all Program components, as well as
representing the P rogram in district-wide planning and administrative
dolsions, She i= raspaﬁsible for budget management, in-service training
@l technical ass®M stance to school personnel involved in the process. She
4 provides encc>uragement and helps solve planning and implementation
poilemz which ar3 . se at the school or disﬁ’-iet level. The SDP Consultant
gl servea as an assistant to school personnel for implementing SDP
<¥jonents and a e=ataslyst for initiating planning ad implementation
aiivities, Distr=iect Directors of departments (suth as Elementary
Joation, Personrmel, Research, State and Federal Programs, Special
Fuwation, Staff Imevelopment and Reading) provide indirect support to
suhnoli to facilit=—=te SDP activities. This role isespecially true for
e Di:;aetar- \x:if= El_ementary Education, who works directly with principals
g other school p-ersonnel to plan and implement the SDP in coordination
wih general schoo=1 operations. Other district lewl personnel, such as
gwlal workers, ps=wychologists, nurses and teacher wnsultants, may serve
1P committees =at the school level and thus assirt in accomplishing
gwifiec SDP goala .

Information absout SDP is disseminated at the central office level in
giral ways, The SDP Director sits on the superintendent's Management

. 1

¥t and Instructieonal Council and brings isaues and concerns about SDP to

11
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thésg bediaa whenever necessary. Prior to the 1985-86 sehaal»year, the
ﬁrbaﬁ Academy ieé on é sagular basis and served as a way of disseminating
information. In addition, written memaa,'fapartg_aﬁé descriptive articles
are prepareﬁ bj the SDP Director talghare information and éuggastians for
imgieménﬁing SDP components. Periﬁdie in-service training sessions aras
alao used for disseminating information.

Infarmat;an from the central office tc the individual schools
regarding SDP is disseminated primarily by the SDP Director and Consultant
through written communications, insserviéa training sessions and informal
Eﬁnaﬁltat;en through participation eﬁ school committees. The Director of

__Eieméntary Education is also ﬁart of the dissemination process, working
- with school administrators and SDP committees to plan and carry out

. activities.

3.

As discussed above, iﬂdiviéual schools were selected to be part of the
=School Development Program primarily because of their students' low
=achievement scores and high level of behavior problems, as well as the
wxcdeaire of indiviﬂualprineipala to have their schoolz involved. Although
mmmany of the school peraonnel and parents who were included in our
—interviews did not Enéﬁ the specific reasons why their school was
—involved, most cited a general need to improve the climate and student
Eperformance in theilr school aa the probable reasons,

The goals for SDP eited by school-level partieipents were very similar
¥=o0 those mentioned by central office personnszl (see Table 3). Of the 33
=school-~level respéndents, 19 (58%) included improved student achievement
=as a goal, 12 (36%) listed inareaéeﬁ parent involvement, 8 (24%) mentioned
EEmproved social skills or student behavior and 8 (24%) elted improvement

)




in the overall school environment.
To reach these goals, each school organized its implementation of SDP
by establishing three basic components:

a. the School Advisory Council (SAC): which includes the prinecipal,

one or two teacher representatives, one or two parent representatives,

soclial workers or others;

b. the Parents Program: both paid and volunteer parents working as

classroom aldes to asaist teachers in a variety of activities;

¢. the Support Team (originally called the Mental Health Team): which

inaiudea the principal, one or two teachers, one or two parents, the

psychologlist, social worker and nurse, and sometimes a teacher
consultant.

Most achool-=level respondents also identified the SDF Director or
Consultant as alsc being a member of their SAC and/or Support Team.,
Several people indicated that the entire staff are actually participants
in the SDP componentz in one way »r another.

When asked to specify which components are currently functioning in
their schools, most respondents, from all seven schools, stated that these
three basic components are all being implemented at the present time.
Some reapondents also listed specific activities -~ such as student field
trips, social skills curriculum projects, or a gymnastics team -- as key
components of SDP which were functioning in their buildings,

Current participants in theze components are similar to those
identif'ied above: the SAC's include the prineipal, 1=3 teachers; 1=3
parents, 1-2 representatives from the Support Team and;éften a member of
the central SDP staff; the Parent Programs include varying numbers of

i3
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parents; and the Support Teams inelude the principal, psychologist, social
worker, nurse, central office SDP representative and sometimes a central
office teacher consultant,

4, SDP Training

As described above, the SDP Director received a 9-month training
prcgram in New Haven to prepare her for her role as change
agent/facilitator of the local distriet's SDP activities. A second
component of the SDP trailning for Benton Harbor was a lU=week training
program in New Haven for another administrator to prepare her for a role
of aasisting the local SDP Director. This second component was an
abbreviated version of the earlier program, with both theoretical and
practical aspects of SDP addressed through discussions, seminars and
in-zchool activities at New Haven SDP schools already involved in the
process,

A third training component took place during the summer and fall of
1984, when two groups of Benton Harbor administrators visited New Haven.
This component included discussions with several key New Haven Publie
Schools SDP partieipants, as well as in-depth discussiona with Dr. Comer

and Benton Harbor. The first group, which came during July, participated
in a conference on “af;ectiva schools" sponsored by the Connecticut State
Department of Education. Because this training visit tock place during
the summer, the group was not able to visit New Haven SDP schools.

B. Perceptions Analysis

Harbor's SDP, the perceptiona analysis, describes the implementation

process through the eyes of the 46 participants who were interviewed.



11

less than 100), it must be stated that the results are generally
considered ;ess than meaningful in a statistieal sense. However; the
perceptions expressed and the percentages indicated for each area can
indeed be meaningful for understanding how the program is functioning and
how it can be satrengthened in the future.
1. Central Office Personnel
a. SDP Goals

Perceptionsz among central office personnel asz to whether the
goals of SDP are conaistent with the overall goals of the school district
were varied. Most respondents gave a qualified "yes," although several
pointed out that a distinction must be made between "atated goals™ and
goals which are implied by strategies and decisions made on a day-to=day
basis, between the "formal™ and the "informal® goals. Examples of
statements made include:

"T recognize that this program is a change in the

traditional way of operating schools, which means

that...it cannot be assumed that because you have

the goals that they can be immediately and

successfully imPleméﬁted-ﬁ

"I think the formally stated [district] goals are consistent.

[with SDP goalsa].

However, the day-to-day operations are quite contrary

to the school development process.W

"We are all heading in the same direction, and if

we can get past our little problems...and let the

right hand know what the left hand is doing, there

io
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is hope for thi= [SDP] to work."

b. Incorporation of SDP into District Functions

Similar to the range of perceptions regarding the compatibility
of SDP and distriet goals, perceptions rsgarding how well SDP functions
have bzen incorporated intoc the district's regular operations were mixed.
Az stated by one respondent, "SDP is still viewed more as an appendage
than a vital part of distriet sctivities." Other statements were:

"I don't think it [SDP] fits in well enough. It's

kind of a piece of the puzzle, but the puzzle isn't

really working together.®™

"1 think we are moving toward the possibility of the

central administrators seeing it as a key component."

"[SDP] has become a basic management system for the

schools uaing the varioua components.”

"] see it as au integral part of the support system

[in each building].?

¢. Pro of SDP in the Distriet

Most central office personnel could clite at least one or two areas
in which they feel that the EDP is indeed making progreas toward achieving
its goals. The two most frequently mentioned areas of improvement were
(1) student achievement and (2) general attitudes toward the program and
its mission.

Also mentioned were: more positive attitudes of staff perscnnel
toward studentz and better parent participation,

Areas ldentified as =still needing impra%émént were: "trust? and
"communications," as well as the problem of a feeling among some school

personnel and parents that this program -- like othera before it -- 1is

Pl
o
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"just temporary" and that they therefore do not need to pay much attention
to it.
Nearly all respondents felt that it would be unrealistic to expect

everyone to be enthusiastle about changes in the schools, that changes

were taking place slowly as more and more people saw that SDP is indeed
rates of progresa because of their individual differences of personnel and
students.
Some of the statementas used to desceribe the overall progreas of SDP in

the distriet were:

1T think we have made considerable achievement...

we are beginning to have a little more consideration

for each other and for the children.®

"I think there has been steady progress. [Butl] I think

there is a long, long way to go."

fiThere are some schools that are really moving

toward the goal successfully. There are others

that are slower paced that seem not to be as

goal directed.®

"I think there is progress because,...I have noticed

a difference in how the achools work after they

have had thé whole program in place."

"The SDP schools are making the greatest [test]

score gainas...Parenta are buying into the school

system...We have cut down considerably on the

number of discipline reports,"

37
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2. School Personnel and Parents

general areas: {a) the changes they perceive to have taken place in thier

have had cn the schools, (c) obstacles in the way of achieving progress
toward SDF goals, and (d) perceptions of the roles they each play in the

a. School Level Changes Due Lo SDP

When asked what programs within their schools could be attributed
100% to SDP, a wide variety of responses were given, including:

-~ field trips, candy sales, Christmas dinner,

grandparent day, ice cream social;

- social skills projects in the classroonms,

program;
=Discovery Room, getting parents and teachers
to work together, getting more equipment in
the clasarooms;
~ ilmproving studenta' cafeteria behavior;
-~ getting more in-zservice (training) for
teachers;
= improving the school climate, cultural
getivities, a unit on Michigan history;
= community groups adopting a school.
Eatimates rangad from ™none"™ to "80% or more" of all special programs
viewed as having been initiated by SDP planning. Even within the same

school, opinions varied considerably as to what impact SDP was having on

J8
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school functions.

Similarly, when asked "How much of what was done in the school before
the SDP model was initiated has changed as a result of SDP?", answers
covered a wide range, including:

- most things;

= nothing;

~ better parent involvement, better communicatior and
cooperation, more teamwork;

= more resources available, more positive attitudes
toward the students and fellow staff members;

= a new process for handling problems, a more
concrete way to plan for our school;

= pore active PTO;

= better teacher morale.

However, when asked what things had not changed, in spite of the
presence of SDP in their buildings, most respondents could think of very
few aspects of school functions that had not changed. The only two areas
mentioned more than once were student behavior/discipline (mentioned by 5

people) and general teacher attitudes (4 people).

b. Impact of SDP on Schools
As described above (see Page 8), the goals of SDP identified by
school-level personnel and parents included improvements in academic
achievement, student behavior and social skills, school climate and
parentinvolvement. Respondents were asked to discuss the progress made in
their respective achools toward meeting the firat three of these goals, as
well as a fourth area, teacher morale (see Table 4).

The area in which the highest percentage perceive a positive impact of

b'igti;:;1$ahv;;;}“ 0?53;,;.
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the program is that of school climate. Seventeen of the 33 respondents
(52%) feel that their school climate has improved, nine (27%) feel that
the climate has stayed the same and none feel that the climate has gotten
worse. Some (21%) had no opinion. (It should be pointed out that in many
instances the respondents who offered no opinioun about these areas were
the parents, who have less direct involvement in the day-to-day operatior
of the schools.)

The impact on student achievement was viewed as: Improved, 45%; The
Same, 30%; Worse 0%; No Opinion, 24%. The area of teacher morale was
perceived as: Better, 39%; The Same, 33%; Worse, 6%; and No Opinion,
21%. The two people who thought teacher morale was worse cited the reason
that some teachers were frustrated about the gap between actual program
accomplishments thus far and the changes they had hoped would take place.
They both also felt that a number of teachers were uncomfortable with and
upset about carrying out their tasks with parent aides in the classroom.

In the fourth area, student behavior, 36% felt that SDP had helped

improve conditions, 36% felt that there had been no change and 27% had no
-]

Respondents cited a number of obstacles which initially impeded
progress toward reaching the SDP goals and, in most cases, continued to be
somewhat of a problem (see Table 5). The most frequently mentioned (E1i}
was a general resistance to change among the staff of their respective
scheols, The second most often mentioned was a perception that procedures
and expectations were unclear (18%), although several people mentioned
thet this problem was béiﬁg eliminatedkas more program involvement takes

place. Five of the 33 people (15%) mentioned that teachers at their

20
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schools were by and large uneasy with having parents involved in their
classrocms. Three people (9%) felt that an obstacle was the réluatanea of
parents to become active in school activities. Other issues mentioned
included: general staff apathy and frustration with being asked to do new
procedures, budget cuts which reduced parent stipend funds, staff changes,
busy schedules, gensral problems with student behavior and simply not
hav:ag enough time in the program yet to make the necessary procesas
changes. Five of the respondents did not know of any specific obstacles
to program implementstion at thelr achools.

d. Role Perceptions

Principals mainly viewed their roles as facilitators of the SDP
praee%s within their buildings.

"I see myself as the facilitator, both by way of

myself in order to provide guldance-~both direct

and indirect.v

"I see my role as to keep us 'on track' in terms

of the procesa.®

"I am sort of the 'maestro'...to get a balance

between everyone so that we are all working for the

same goal."

Several principals also mentioned their role as mediators between

various individuals or groups within their achool, "...to help them see
both sides [of an issue] so that then we can go ahead and do what's best

for the building.m?

[

Teachers and parents by and large merely indieated what official rol

they played, such as being a member of a SAC or a Support Team.
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3. Assessment of SDP Training

As discussed above, there have been three components of SDP training
offered to Benton Harbor participants. The first was the comprehensive,
9-month training program in New Haven for the SDP Director. The second
was the J-week training experience in New Haven for the SDP Consultant and
tlhe third component was the 3-day visit in New Haven of key SDP school
administrators.

Assessments of all three training components were quite positive,
although part of the third group was limited in its direct contact with
New Haven's SDP implementation process since the schools were not =
session at the time of their visit. Participants felt that the selection
of people to visit New Haven was reasonable, if not broad-based, because
those chosen were the administrators who were expected to serve as
building-level or distriet facilitatora of the program and therefore
needed the most exposure to it.

The most valuabie aspect of the training was unanimously identified as
the meetings held with Dr. Comer to discuss the background and suggested
implementation atrategies of the program. Several trainees voiced
/disappointment that their visit had been planned during summer vacation
and they thus were not able to observe the schools in action or discuss
trainees suggeated should be éhénged for future training tripa. In apite
of this limitation, however, mosat trainees indicated that their
Vi. Summary

This Préeess Narrative Report has attempted to présen§ both a

deacription of how the School Development Program is being implemented in

22
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Benton Harbor and the percepti-~s of this implementation process held by a
number of participants. Information and perceptions were provided by 46
people who were interviewed during May of 1986.
optimism. Most respondents expressed thair personal commitment to the
goals of the program and their general understanding and acceptance of the
process by which to achieve those goals. Yet, there was also a lingering
attitude of disappointment expressed by several people, a sense of
frustration that the program has not been able to accomplish as much as

had beer fioped at its inception. Perceived reasons for this limited

successful) routines,

There ias a general perception that student achievement is improving,
school climates are becoming more positive, parents and teachers are
finding more avenues of communication and the decision-making processes

are becoming more democratic in SDP schools. However slowly, progress is

being made.

m
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APPENDIX

Interview Protocols

Tables
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

For Central Office Personnel

1. When was the School Development Model introduced into the Benton
Harbor Area School system?

2. Why do you think the model was introduced?

3. Wnat do you think are the stated short term and long term goals of
the SDP?

4. What criteria were used to select the 10 schools that are
currently using this model?

5. How were the eriteria established?

6. What process was used to identify which schools met the
eatablished criteria?

7. What were the general demographic characteristics of the seven
achoola at the time of their smelection?

8_ Have the demagraphie aharaateristies of the seven schools changed

9. What is your role in the SDP process?

10. How is information about SDP being disseminated among the Central
Office peraonnel?

11. What is the role of the Central Office in disseminating
information about SDP to the schools and community? Who are the key
individuals and how is dissemination taking place?

12. How do components of SDP (School Advisory Committee [SAC],
Support Team Staff [STS], SST's, Social Calendar, cte.) get organized and
implemented at the school level? Who takes the lead? What is the role of
the Central Office?

13. What do you perceive to be the role of the School Development
Program in the overall structure of your distriect's school system?

14, What do you perceive to be the current goals of SDP? How do

these goals coincide Hith or vary from the overall goals of the school
systgn?

15. What progresa do you feel is being made toward the accomplishment
. of the SDP goala?

2K
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For School Personnel and Parents

1. How was your sckool selected to become an SDP school and when did
you first begin using this mode.?

2. How did SDP get started in your school, that is, what activities
were first to be Initiated? '

3. VWhe was involved in these initial activities?

4, What were some of the obstacles to getting started and iLow were
the obatacles overcome?

5. What do you consider to be the short and long term goals of the
SDP?

6. Which SDP components ara'eurrently functioning in your school?

7. Please describe the people involved in each component and how it
fanctions.

8. What is your current role in the SDP process?

9. How many of the 'specizl' programs or activities in your school
may be attributed 100% to SDP? Please identify these.

10. How much of what was done in the sckool before the SDP model was
instituted has changed as a result of SDP? Please give examples if you
can.

11. How much of what waus done before has not changed in any way
despite the presence of SDP? Please give some examples.

12, Can you please give me your general impressions about how well
the EDP is functioning in your school in terms of ita overall contribution
tc the follows:

(1) school climate:

(2) studeat behavior:
(3) teacher morale:

(4) student achievement:

For Trainees
1. Would you say that the individuals who were selected were
the school system? Please elaborate.
2. How were the decisions made about who should visit New Haven?
3. What Hafe the most valuable aspects of the training you received

while in Kew_ﬁaven?
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4. What were the least valuable aspects of the training you received
while in New Haven?

5. How useful was each of the following activities during training in
helping you to better understand the model?
Not Fairly Very Not
Uzeful Useful Useful Appilie.
Workshopsa at Child Study Center
Meeting with parents
School visits overall
Sitting in on S.A.C. meetinga
Sitting in on Support Team Staff meetings
Talking with principals
Talking with teachers
Talking with other school staff
Observing classroom activity
Talking with Central Office personnel
Other (Specify) _

6. Before coming to New Haven, what were your expectations of the
training you would receive and were these expectations pmet, not met, or
exceeded? Please elaborate.

7. How should training have been different to have been more useful?

(For example, were there activities that were not included which should
have been? Or activities ineluded which should have bene omitted? Were

8. On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1=very poor and S=zexcellent, how
would you evaluate the total training experience?

9. Since returning to Benton Harbor from New Haven, have you shared
your experience with other? [If yes] With whom and how did you go about
this sharing?
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Benton Harbor Process Study Sample

Central Offic ersonnel

1. Superintendent
2. SDP Director

3. SDP Consultant

4, Director of Elementary Education

5. Director of Research

6. Director of Personnel

7. Director of Special Education

8. Director of State and Federal Programs
9. Director of Reading

10. Coordinator of Staff Development

11. Social Worker

12. Sechool Nurse

13. Teacher Consultant

School Personnel and Parents

w

t

Principal Teachers

=]
It

Other Staff

Hull
Martindale
Bard

Calvin Britain
Morton

East

Sterne Brunson

| bt
"

| b b

OB P PO PO L DD o

|
oo
w)

Total=33
®Joint position

SDP Goals: Central Office Personnel (N=13)

Goal Frequency _%
Improved student achievement 13 100.0
Improved student behavior g

Improved school climate and management 5 38.5
More parent involvement 2

More in—servigartrainiﬁg 2 15.4




Goal
Improved student achievement 19
More parent involvement 12

Improved student behavior and
social =kills 8

Improved school climate 8

Improved staff skills and morale 2

o

More broad-based achool management

More community involvement 2

Table 4

Perceptiona of SDP Impact:

Better Same Worse
School Climate 17(52%) 9(27%) o

Student Achievement 15(45%) 10(30%) O
Teacher Morale 13(39%) 11(33%) 2(6%)

Student Behavior 12(36%) 12(36%) O

29




26

Table 5

rceived Dbstaalea ta SDP:
_ i - ( 777'

General resistance to any change
Unclear expectations

Negative feelinga about parent involvement 5

Parent reluctance to being involved 3
Staff apathy/frustratign 2
Too little time to achieve objectives 2
Staff changes 1
Budget cuts 1
Student behavior 1
No opinion 5

21.2
18.2

15.2



